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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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Examiner 's Detailed Office Action 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to application 10/673,213, filed September 30, 2003. 

2. Claims 1-24 have been examined. 



Information Disclosure Statement 
3. Applicant is respectfully reminded of the ongoing Duty to disclose 37 C.F.R. 1.56 all 
pertinent information and material pertaining to the patentability of applicant's claimed 
invention, by continuing to submit in a timely manner PTO-1449, Information Disclosure 
Statement (IDS) with the filing of applicants application or thereafter. 



Claim Objections 

4. Claim 22 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form because it 
appears to be two separate claims that have been joined together improperly. This claim 
has been treated on the merits as if the last two lines of this claim had been deleted. In 
this regard, claim 22 appears to be the same as claim 20. These claims are objected to as 
being obvious duplicate claims and if one of these claims were found to be allowable, the 
other claim would be rejected thereover under 35 USC 101. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 



Application/Control Number: 10/673,213 



Page 3 



Art Unit: 2121 

6. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 101 as being directed to nonstatutory subject 
matter. In particular claims 1-9, 15-18 and 24 are considered to be directed to an 
apparatus and claims 10-14 and 19-23 are considered to be directed to a method, all in 
accordance with "The Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for 
Patent Subject Matter Eligibility", Annex IV (a). It should be noted that the Guidelines 
provide a framework for the rejection, but it is the case law cited therein that provides the 
legal authority for this rejection. 

Claims 1-24 do not set forth a "useful, concrete and tangible result". In particular, it is 
not considered that these claims set forth a tangible result. Claims 1-24 do not produce a 
practical real world result. Claims 1-9, 15-18 and 24 appear to be an apparatus which 
performs data manipulations but produces no real world output. Claims 8-14 appear to 
be nothing more than an abstract algorithm which is not statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



8. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Barrett et al 
(USPN 6,029,144). 
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Regarding claim 1 : 
Barrett et al. teaches 

A workflow management system (C 8, L 26-29; "auditor system 256 preferably includes 
an audit workflow system") with continuous status management (C 2, L 54-56; 
"automated auditing"), comprising: 

an apparatus (C 8, L 22-26; "auditor system") adapted to detect (C 6, L 9-12; 
"policy checker 208 comprises a means for testing the selected expense entries in 
audit queue 308 for compliance with established policies and rules"; The 
examiner takes the position that in order to test expense entries, the policy checker 
has to detect if there is an appropriate rule or policy that dictates whether 
reimbursement should be paid for the expense being audited) fuzzy process 
definitions (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that the 
purpose of the rules, in the invention of Barrett et al., is to define the 
reimbursement process in the automated auditing system); 
an apparatus adapted to control (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 
guides the auditors through each claim audit") activity stages in a workflow (C 8, 
L 26-29; "phases of selection for audit, assignment to an auditor and auditing 
activities") for the purpose of processing the process definitions (The examiner 
takes the position that the auditor system controls process flow according to the 
rules is apparent in the statement that modifications made to the system by the 
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rules are saved (C 8, L 19-21; "modification that are made by these rules are 
saved")); and 

means for evaluating the process definitions for each process instance (C 8, L 26- 
29; "phases of selection for audit, assignment to an auditor and auditing 
activities"; The examiner takes the position that rules (process definitions) are 
evaluated for each phase (process instance), in the invention of Barrett et al., and 
as a result Barrett et al. anticipates the applicant's claimed invention). 

Regarding claim 2: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses includes an 
interference machine (C 11, L 1-15; "Kohonen network"; The examiner takes the position 
that the Kohonen network acts as a interference machine in the invention of Barrett et al. 
This "interference" is apparent in the operations of weighting inputs and the delivering 
(forwarding) of usage pattern statistics (instruction) that are used in later phases (activity 
stages) to determine which usage patterns have high probability of fraud). 

Regarding claim 3: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses includes an 
interference mechanism, arranged in an interference machine (C 13, L 57-59; "SOM 
neural network?') and in contact with a process instance manager, adapted to forward a 
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signal corresponding to the respective instruction for activities of the activity stages to the 
process instance manager (The examiner takes the position that the SOM neural network 
acts as an interference machine. This "interference" is apparent in the operation of 
creating fraud detection rules that can be used to detect patterns indicative of fraud. 
Additionally, the examiner takes the position that although not explicitly stated, the 
existence of a process instance manager is inherent in the process of the auditor workflow 
system tracking the path of an expense entry through the phases of the audit (C 8, L 26- 
29)). 

Regarding claim 4: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein the activity stages include an associated 
control stage (The examiner takes the position that the auditor system controls process 
flow according to the rules is apparent in the statement that modifications made to the 
system by the rules are saved (C 8, L 19-21; "modification that are made by these rules 
are saved"), supplied with an activity threshold (C 14, L 1 1-14; "threshold value") by an 
evaluation stage (C 14, L 1 1-14; "data pattern analyzer") for the process status and 
connected to a functional stage for carrying out the activities (The examiner takes the 
position that although a functional stage for carrying out activities is not explicitly 
recited, it is inherent in the invention and is apparent in the process of determining if 
accumulated expense entries exceed a threshold value in Column 14, Lines 1 1-14), and 
wherein the functional stage is adapted to forward a signal corresponding to the 
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respective state of the activities of the activity stages to the process instance manager 
(The examiner takes the position that the process of forward a signal corresponding to the 
respective state of the activities to the process instance manager is equivalent to the 
process of forward an employees serial number and entry keys (signals) that indicate 
possible fraud (respective states of the auditing activities) to an administration system 
(process instance manager)). 

Regarding claim 5: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
deliver instructions (C 8, L 44-45; "'auditor workflow system 216 guides the auditors 
through each claim audit"; The examiner takes the position that in guiding the auditors, 
the auditor workflow system delivers some form of instructions) to activities of the 
activity stages with an associated continuous variable (The examiner takes the position 
that the continuous variables claimed by the applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught 
by Barrett et al, in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the instructions being compared with an 
activity threshold (C 14, L 1 1-14; "threshold value") for the control stage and providing 
corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (C 8, L 36-38; "work lists"; The examiner takes the 
position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett et al. completes task 
based on frizzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. This is 
apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain rules 
were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett et al. 
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continuously modifies rules (C 13, L 51-52; "rules may need to be modified')) for each 
activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the 
form of continuous variables. 

Regarding claim 6: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses includes 
causal networks (C 10, L 52-54; "data pattern analyzer 210 preferably comprises a Self 
Organizing Map (SOM) Neural Network, and in particular, a Kohonen network"; The 
examiner takes the position that the SOM taught by Barrett et al. is a causal network. 
This is evident in the fact that based on its analysis of expense patterns (cause) it makes 
rules (effect) (C 11, L 16-21)). 

Regarding claim 7: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
operate on the basis of the laws of fuzzy logic (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The 
examiner takes the position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the 
expense entries, and as a result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently 
"fuzzy"). 



Regarding claim 8: 
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Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
operate on the basis of the laws of probability-based modeling (C 1 1, L 8-1 1 ; "the 
Kohonen network will be manipulated to model the probability distribution'' 1 ). 

Regarding claim 9: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
operate on the basis of the laws of general weighting (C 1 1, L 6-7; "neurons closest to the 
input can then adjust their weights"). 

Regarding claim 10: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

A method for implementing a workflow with continuous status management (C 2, L 54- 
56; "automated auditing") through fuzzy process definitions, comprising: 

using continuous instructions (C 2, L 54-56; "automated auditing") and states (C 
8, L 26-29; "phases ") and at least one of logic combinations (C 12, L 54-57; 
"fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that the fuzzy rules define the logic 
used to process the expenses entries, and as a result of the logic rules being 
"fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy") and continuous mapping operations (The 
examiner takes the position that fraud flags are continuously mapped to expense 
entries which exhibit a high probability of fraud. This mapping takes place using 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/673,2 1 3 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2121 

the data pattern analyzer (C 10, L 52-56) and is exemplified in the structure of the 
SOM Neural Network (C 10, L 52-56)) operating thereon. 



Regarding claim 1 1 : 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed using at least one 
of fuzzy rules and relations (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the 
position that the use of fuzzy rules to identify expenses as fraud (relate expenses to 
fraud), in the invention Barrett et al., anticipates applicant's claimed invention). 



Regarding claim 12: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of fuzzy logic (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that 
the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a result of the 
logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 13: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of probability-based modeling (C 1 1, L 8-1 1; "the Kohonen network will be 
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manipulated to model the probability distribution]'). 

Regarding claim 14: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of control systems (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 guides the auditors 
through each claim audit") with priority weighting (C 14, L 21-23; "prioritizer 212 
which ranks detected rule violations"; The examiner takes the position that priority 
weighting claimed by the applicant and the priority ranking taught by Barrett et al are 
equivalent and as a result Barrett et al. anticipates applicant's claimed invention). 

Regarding claim 15: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses includes an 
interference mechanism, arranged in an interference machine (C 13, L 57-59; "SOM 
neural network") and in contact with a process instance manager, adapted to forward a 
signal corresponding to the respective instruction for activities of the activity stages to the 
process instance manager (The examiner takes the position that the SOM neural network 
acts as an interference machine. This "interference" is apparent in the operation of 
creating fraud detection rules that can be used to detect patterns indicative of fraud. 
Additionally, the examiner takes the position that although not explicitly stated, the 
existence of a process instance manager is inherent in the process of the auditor workflow 
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system tracking the path of an expense entry through the phases of the audit (C 8, L 26- 
29)). 

Regarding claim 16: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
deliver instructions (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 guides the auditors 
through each claim audit"; The examiner takes the position that in guiding the auditors, 
the auditor workflow system delivers some form of instructions) to activities of the 
activity stages with an associated continuous variable (The examiner takes the position 
that the continuous variables claimed by the applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught 
by Barrett et al., in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the instructions being compared with an 
activity threshold (C 14, L 1 1-14; "threshold value") for the control stage and providing 
corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (C 8, L 36-38; "work lists"; The examiner takes the 
position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett et al. completes task 
based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. This is 
apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain rules 
were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett et al. 
continuously modifies rules (C 13, L 51-52; "rules may need to be modified')) for each 
activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the 
form of continuous variables. 
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Regarding claim 17: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
deliver instructions (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 guides the auditors 
through each claim audit"; The examiner takes the position that in guiding the auditors, 
the auditor workflow system delivers some form of instructions) to activities of the 
activity stages with an associated continuous variable (The examiner takes the position 
that the continuous variables claimed by the applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught 
by Barrett et al., in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the instructions being compared with an 
activity threshold (C 14, L 1 1-14; "threshold value") for the control stage and providing 
corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (C 8, L 36-38; "work lists"; The examiner takes the 
position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett et al. completes task 
based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. This is 
apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain rules 
were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett et al. 
continuously modifies rules (C 13, L 51-52; "rules may need to be modified')) for each 
activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the 
form of continuous variables. 

Regarding claim 18: 
Barrett et al. teaches 
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The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is adapted to 
deliver instructions (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 guides the auditors 
through each claim audit"; The examiner takes the position that in guiding the auditors, 
the auditor workflow system delivers some form of instructions) to activities of the 
activity stages with an associated continuous variable (The examiner takes the position 
that the continuous variables claimed by the applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught 
by Barrett et al., in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the instructions being compared with an 
activity threshold (C 14, L 1 1-14; "threshold value") for the control stage and providing 
corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (C 8, L 36-38; "work lists"; The examiner takes the 
position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett et al. completes task 
based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. This is 
apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain rules 
were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett et al. 
continuously modifies rules (C 13, L 51-52; "rules may need to be modified')) for each 
activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the 
form of continuous variables. 

Regarding claim 19: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of fuzzy logic (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that 
the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a result of the 
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logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 20: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of probability-based modeling (C 1 1, L 8-1 1 ; "the Kohonen network will be 
manipulated to model the probability distribution"). 

Regarding claim 21: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of fuzzy logic (C 12, L 54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that 
the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a result of the 
logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 22: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of probability-based modeling (C 1 1, L 8-1 1 ; "the Kohonen network will be 
manipulated to model the probability distribution"). 



Regarding claim 23: 
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Barrett et al. teaches 

The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the basis of the 
rules of probability-based modeling (C 1 1, L 8-1 1 ; ''the Kohonen network will be 
manipulated to model the probability distribution"). 

Regarding claim 24: 
Barrett et al. teaches 

A workflow management system (C 8, L 26-29; "auditor system 256 preferably includes 
an audit workflow system") with continuous status management (C 2, L 54-56; 
"automated auditing"), comprising: 

means (C 8, L 22-26; "auditor system") for detecting (C 6, L 9-12; "policy 
checker 208 comprises a means for testing the selected expense entries in audit 
queue 308 for compliance with established policies and rules"; The examiner 
takes the position that in order to test expense entries, the policy checker has to 
detect if there is an appropriate rule or policy that dictates whether reimbursement 
should be paid for the expense being audited) fuzzy process definitions (C 12, L 
54-57; "fuzzy rules"; The examiner takes the position that the purpose of the 
rules, in the invention of Barrett et al., is to define the reimbursement process in 
the automated auditing system); 

means for controlling (C 8, L 44-45; "auditor workflow system 216 guides the 
auditors through each claim audit") activity stages in a workflow (C 8, L 26-29; 
"phases of selection for audit, assignment to an auditor and auditing activities") 
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for the purpose of processing the process definitions (The examiner takes the 
position that the auditor system controls process flow according to the rules is 
apparent in the statement that modifications made to the system by the rules are 
saved (C 8, L 19-21; ''modification that are made by these rules are saved 9 '))] and 
means for evaluating the process definitions for each process instance (C 8, L 26- 
29; "phases of selection for audit, assignment to an auditor and auditing 
activities"; The examiner takes the position that rules (process definitions) are 
evaluated for each phase (process instance), in the invention of Barrett et al., and 
as a result Barrett et al. anticipates the applicant's claimed invention). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Haughton et al. (ISPN 6,282,531) is cited for his system for managing applied knowledge in 
multiple dimensions and contexts. Pham et al. (USPN 5,970,482) is cited for his system for data 
mining using neuroagents. Lee et al. (USPN 5,799,101) is cited for his method and apparatus for 
highly efficient computer aided screening. Chen et al. (USPN 6,876,894) is cited for his forecast 
test-out of probed fabrication by using dispatching simulation method. Miikkulainen et al. 
(USPN 6,988,088) is cited for his systems and methods for adaptive medical decision support. 
Yaung (USPN 6,405,215) is cited for his workflow agent for a multimedia database system. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Adrian L. Kennedy whose telephone number is (571) 270-1505. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon -Fri 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Anthony Knight can be reached on (571) 272-3687. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 



